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Damx&olB ackground Briefing |

U nderlined for Nixon Last Week

By HEDRICK §MITH ¢ Am
Special to The New Yauk Times - é‘g A

WASHINGTON, Sept. 18 =
The background briefing has
fong been establishd, if con-
troversial, way for Administra-
tions to convey conformation,
but occasionaly it backfires, as
it did this week for President
Nixon. :

The advantage to this
method, is that since the samce
is enonymous the words can
later be disavowed if policy ot
events so dictate.

But when the samice be-
comes known the disavowal be-
comes all but impossible. This
is what happened in the last 48
hours to Mr. Nixon's private
comments about the circum-
stances of possible American
intervention in the Jordanian
crisis. ‘

The Chicago Sun-Times re-
ported in its early editions of
Friday that the United States
was prepared to interveme in
Jordam if Syria and Irag en-
tered the conflict. )

The White House seemed
embarrassed, not so much that
the gist of the President’s com-
ments had been published by
The Sun-Times, but that the
article indicated clearly that
the President was the source,
at though his name was hot
mentioned.

The events, as pieced to-
gether from White House
sources and members of The
Sun-Times staff, went as fol-

lows:

On Thursday, during his trip
to Chicago, Mr. Nixon held
two private background brief-
ings, one for the Chicago Sun-
Times and The Chicago Daily
Mews, %aﬁc.f:r‘ The Chi-
qago bune  Chicago
Today. - e ey

Difference. of Opinion

The Sun-Times printed. an
article on the President’s
assessment of the Middle East,
interpreting his briefing as
what is known among reporters
as a ‘“deep backgrounder.”
This means the material is
usable on the newspaper’s own
authority, but is not for attri-,
bution to the President or any:
other official. The other news-
paper editors regarded the
president’s remarks as ‘“‘off
the record,” that is, not for
publication. ’

Sun-Times officials privately
said that the President expli-
citly encouraged them to take
notes after they had initially
held back, and that he had also
said he was giving them ma-
terial for use in editorials,|,
columns and background ar-
ticles.

The Sun-Times carriad its
article in its first Friday edi-
tions, actually published Thurs-
day evening. Almost immedi
ately, the White House party,
in flight from Chicago
Washington, received wad
and White House officals
spoke - with Sun-Times ediprs.|

Ronald L, Ziegler, the Vhite
House press secretary, ackiowl-

PO~y

edged -that he andderb-
ert q.today h s s di-
rector of communics

E_20% )0 ‘

Tz

;|angered or asked that the ar
Aticle be dropped. . '
Chaped in Later Editions

I After the White House inter.
*l cession, however, James F
Hoge Jr., the Sun-Times editor
‘| said he decided to have the in-
formation from the controver-

|sial story put together with
|other stories on the Jordanian
|crisis to provide a ‘“more lucid
|and logical explanation” of the
situation. The net effort was
to bury the President’s remarks
and more effectively blur their
authorship in later editions.

But by then the Washington
Post had picked up the essence
of the Sun-Times article, noting
that it had been-printed imme-
diately after a briefing from
the President—leaving nc
doubt about the source of the
comments,

Most reporters considered. it
significant that. the White
House had not seemed deeply
perturbed by the article an
indication .that the President
was evidently not unhappy
about them. Some newsmen
speculated that this was’ pre-
cisely what he had intended.

Kissinger Gives Briefing

Twice previously in recent
weeks the Middle East has been
the topic of similar briefings.
On June 30, Henry A, Kissinger,
the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs, said
one' objective of Asmerican
policy in the region was. to
‘“expel” Soviet military per-
sonnel from Egypt.

When that was given prmin-
ent press display and after Mr.
Kissinger had been identified
plained that he had not meant
to imply an armed American
intervention, but r j

—~—
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Not For Attribution

The Anatomy of a ‘Backgrounder’ With ﬂie Presidé

On Thursday morning at 10 a.m. President
Nixon drove up to the handsome building
on North Wabash Avenue that houses the
Chicago Sun-Times and the Chicago Daily
News. He stopped in the lobby to look at
a plaque that said: “Our newspapers have
one duty above and beyond all others: to
find and portray the truth.”

Then he took an elevator to the seventh

floor where, in the corporation’s board
room, he drank tomato juice and coffee
for nearly two hours while he expounded
on the state of the world. His audience in-
-cluded all- of the principal executives of
the two newspapers, including Bailey How-
ard, the president of the parent corpora-
tion, Field Enterprises. Out of that meeting
came an ambiquous report to the effect
“that the United States was “prepared to
intervene” in the internal conflict in Jordan.
That report was later to appear in The
‘Washington Post.

Richard Harwood is. an assistant man-
aging editor of The Washington Post. He
will be writing in this space from time to
time on problems and controversies in neiws
coverage.

Whether the President made that state-
ment is now in dispute, The context in
which he may or may not have made it is
-in dispute. Whether it should or should not
have been published under the “ground
rules” of the meeting is in dispute. But
it produced one of the most curious journ-
alistic reactions on record and raised some
very basic questions about the responsibili-
ties and competence of Presidents and news-
papermen.

o

Roy Fisher, the editor of the Daily News,
was at the luncheon. He got the impression,
he later said, that the President was going
to talk on a “deep background” basis which,
in the jargon of this business, seems to
mean that whatever a public offinial says
for “deep background” may be published
but without attribution to anyone,

Any confusion over the “ground rules”,
however, presumably was cleared up at ihe
outset, said Fisher, by the senior news-
paper executive present, Bailey Howard,
who told the President: “. . . We'’re going
to handle this off-the-record ‘oday.” 'rhat
meant that nothing Mr. Nixon might say
would be published in any form; it would
be a completely private diseussion.

)

“The President smiled,” Fisher recalled,
“and said that would be satisfactory.”
Nearly two hours later, the meeting came
to an end. The President. went on to other
meetings—including a late afternoon “back-
grounder” with executives  of the Chicago
Tribune and Chicago Today. -

The Daily News people went about the
- task of putting out twe more editions that

afternoon, Fisher left orders that nothing
the President had said during the morning
should be printed and those orders .were
followed. Fisher left his office at 4:45 p.m.
and a little while later got a shouk. -

The first edition of the Sun-Times — a
“morning” paper—hit the streets at 5:05
p.m. and it carried a banner headline:

“U. S. ready to act
to save Jordan king”

The story was written by David Murray,
a Sun-Times reporter who had been at the
luncheon, and it said that “The United
States is prepared to intervene directly in
the Jordanian civil war should Syria and -
Irag enter the conflict and tip the military
balance against the government forces loyal
to King Hussein, the Sun-Times learned
Thursday.”

oo

Learned from whom? The story didn’t say
but the source was obvious from other
material in the Sun-Times. A story on page
two described Mr. Nixon’s visit to the news-
papers and said he “discussed domestic and
foreign policies, particularly the Middle
East, and economic questions.” Another
story on page three also referred to the visit
and a picture on the same page showed
the President in the board room with his
hosts.

Fisher of the Daily News was “aston-
ished” at the Sun-Times story and “thought
they had violated the rules.” The editor of
the Sun-Times, James Hoge, ordered the
Murray story printed and insists that “we
didn't violate any ground rules.” The Pres
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Richard Harwood

ident, he said, was not speaking “off-the-
record”; he was merely speaking on the basis
of “no attribution.”

)

So you have a basic conflict to begin
with over a very simple and elementary fact.
Was or was not the President speaking “off-
the-record”? And it is not a conflict between
two cub reporters. It is a conflict between
the principal news executives of two major
newspapers. That one is still not resolved.

A second conflict has arisen over what the

President did or did not say and over the .

context in which he said it. It is Fisher’s
recollection that the President outlined sev-
eral hypothetical “options” for U.S. policy
in the Middle East, that one of those hypo-
thetical “options” was direct intervention by

Siifi‘Times [

us. ready to act
to save Jordan king

Firstedition headline in the Sun-Times . . .

==
-

4 o Hussein’s armor
+_= hits rebels; U.S.
cenn Gction is possible

... and the front page after the “kill”

the US, but that the President “imme.
diately characterized it as undesirable and
knocked it down.”

|

che :

It is the recollection of people from the
Sun-Times that the President did not out-
line several hypothetical options, that the
only option he mentioned was intervention,
e papers might

gested that
thiat

want
uridef. ¥
conflict over the basic facts of the meeting.
The twp newspapers cannot even agree on
what the President said or how he said it.
Subsequent events on Thursday night. did
nothing to clarify the situation or to add to
the credibility of either the press or the
administration. ' .
A couple of hours after the first edition of
the Sun-Times ap d, Edward Weintal,
a former Newsweek diplomatic correspond-
ent now at the U.S. Information Agency,
got a call from Chicago about the Sun-Times
story. He- notified the agency’s director,
Frank Shakespeare, and . alerted the Voice of
America ‘to be prepared to broadcast the
story around the world. Shal e evi-

-times do their job so badly

i

At e
'i“i’ii?' ’4% 2t .

1
stories that appear in the daily newspapers
The Sun-Times story—“U.S. ready to act”.
was promptly picked up by both the UPI an
AP bureaus in Chicago. They notified their
Washington and New York offices and asked

for instructions. At about the same time, :

calling the wire services in Chicago to “kill”

the intervention story and to “plead” that it -

not be put out across the country to AP and
UPI subscribers,

“They (the Sun-Times) said an ‘incredible
blunder’ had been made,” according to Mar-
vin Arrowsmith, chief of the AP’s Washing-
ton Bureau. On the basis of these calls from
the Sun-Times, both AP and UPI “killed”

“the story. And the Sun-Times killed it, too,

in its later editions. As a . substitute, it in-
serted a generalized story .about the Middle
East, based on comments from the State
Department and the Pentagon. The story
was written in Chicago. But it carried :
‘Washington date line and the label: “Specia
to The Sun-Times”. Nevertheless, the Voic
of America put the story on the air an
broadcast it to the world. The Post checkec
out the original Sun-Times story, concluded
that the President had made a statement
about “intervention,” and deeided to print it.
o

By that time, calls were coming in to The
Post from Sun-Times editors who said they.
“no longer stand behind the story” and
“disassociate (the Sun-Times) completely”
from it. :

What was that all about? Editor Hoge of
the Sun-Times had this explanation: Before
leaving Chicago at about 7:30 p.m. the

President’s staff had learned of the Sun- ~

Times story. After theéy were airborne in

the President’s plane, they placed calls to :

a Sun-Times executive, who talked to the

President’s press secretary, Ronald Ziegler,

‘however, SunTimes news executives were -

and to the administration’s communications -

director, Herbert Klein. The discussion, '
sald Hoge, had to do with the ground rules "
of the morning meeting at the newspaper

office. “It was a very low key discussion,”*"

said Hoge. “At no time did anyone (from
the White House) request that we kill'the
story.” -

Why was it killed then? Hoge’s answer to
that one is that it really wasn't killed, that,
the paper merely put together a more “licid
and logical” explanation of what was gofng
on in the Middle East. . R :

The fact is, however, that the key lan-
guage in the earlier story—'prepared to in-’
tervene directly in‘the Jordanian civil war”
—does not appear in the later story, The’
further fact is that the Sun-Times -
traordinary steps to keep the story.off the

took’ ex-

wires and to emphasize that it no longer

“stood - behind it.”
L)

There are two obvious polnts to be made

about all this, The first is that newspapers
are terribly fallible institutions that some.:

even agree on-the sl Bt -
ond s that ¥ mp " aliNsiol &n”ﬁa
the worst possible forums for the propa- .

gation of foreign policy, espectally in explo-
sive ‘situations such as prevail in the Mid-

east. Nobody’s “credibility” wiis enhanced by
the Chicago episode—not thé credibility of

the government and not the credibility of

the press,which'is constantly taking public’

officials to task for double-talk.

Did the President on Thursday mbmjxig‘ :
threaten to intervene ‘in. Jordan? Qr.4did.a’

major American newspaper distort and mis.

represent what he said? ‘When people ‘whc;f

heard him in Chicago 2re unable to-agree

on such a simple fact as that, it makes you

wonder what you can believe in the news-
papers. '

dently did some checking of his own be:

cause he appeared at a reception at about

8 p.m. and told a reporter for The Washing-
ton Star that the United States “might inter-

" vene” if “Iraq and Syria move” against the

Jordanians. A reporter from The Washing.
Post was also at the reception but missed
Shakespeare’s remarks. Score one for The
Star.
o

Before the night was out, Shakespeare wa:.
to “disassociate” himself from the statemw
he made at the reception. But before thht
happened U.S.I.LA.—at about 9 p.m.—had
called The Post to find out how the Sun-
Times-story was being handled. That was the
first news The Post had of the Sun-Times
story. And there is an explanation for that,
The wire services—the Associated Press and
United Press International-—routinely pick
up through their
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According to these senior
Western analysts, the Russian
build-up in dparticular has long
since passe
ability to defend against any

the Russians in a position to
take offensive action, either
conventional or nuclear.

[

the build-up on the
RHQW o of
stapping,”_ope ntellgehce o-

ficial said.

Reviewing developments
along the frontier, the analysts
also cited these developments:

9Emplacement of “many
‘hundreds” of tactical nuclear
missiles and rockets by the So-
viet Union along the border,
i i irst _de ent

i is-
;mm.ﬂ%ﬁwts
2s..Scalehoard. s missile is
mounted on a tank chassis, has
an estimated range of 500 miles
and packs a warhead of over
one megaton, the equivalent of
a million tons of TNT.

€A build-up of Soviet con-
ventional forces of least 35
combat-ready divisions with a
capability of rapid reinforce-
ment by air and rail with
an additional 25 divisions.

@Recent construction of
a new Chinese missile-testing
complex in the general vicinity
of Peking from which the
Chinese 3 spne

‘autonomous region in the west.
|A version of this weapon was
used three months ago to loft
}’a 381-pound satellite mtghsliace.
| Some gnalvsis sngeest Ching js

il e Wnﬂ, interestingly, con-
g | siruchell - “sevecal dozen” new

Special to The TVew York Thees | oo

HONG KONG, July 21 — The|| . %A Tépsd DRI, S
) P .|| the lest year of . pira-
Union and Communist||,riueee units aiong the nosth-
Mh ern border in a strengfh now

heir militarzbuildup. gccord-|
ing 1 - alysts of
1 re

ERTIYY ,

the point of mere|’

Chinese thrust and has placed| |

estimated at two million men.
The Chinese have also. up-
graded the arms and training
of border militia units and
| moved several hundred thou-
sand regular army troops to
positions closer to, but still to
the rear of, these lightly armed
frontier umits.

QgDivision of Inner Mongolia,
which borders Soviet-aligned

2 D

‘'absorbed by the Lanchow, Pe-
king and Shenyang mifitary
regions. Instead of a shallow,
elongated defensive’ position,
the Chinese thereby are en-
abled to defend these natural
invasion corridors in depth.

Border Talks Continue

The Chinese and Soviet
build-ups were accelerated last
year after -a series of border
clashes. Since October, 1969,
the two sides have been hold-

king. Although mo progress has
been reported in these talks, no
further clashes have been pub-

level of polemics has been
toned down, The two countries
are reported to have agreed re-

cently to an exchange of am-|

bassadors.
Some analysts, stressing the

.jtake the Soviet activity, point
qout that besides making the
1f1rst deployment of the potent
{|Scaleboard missile along the
iChina front, the Russians have
‘added a fourth company to
leach of their Frog nuclear
Trocket battalions in the Far
: East, In Europe, such battalions
have only three companies, The
Frog is a tactical rocket with
a range of about 30 miles.

that the Russians have ex-
panded existing border air

| sios that remain un-
.- M wmecessary, they

A Knowledg ay
pproved FgRelsh Sz ¢

sy, strips could be used
for & wry wpeedy build-up, as
welll o8 serve as dispersed emer-
gency stiips for jet fighters
and bombers.

ledgeable officials sa;

Mobgolian Pedpie’s blic,
into three parts, with the Jnner
Mongotia ry reglom beingjf.

ing border negotiations in Pe-|

licized by either side and thej |

seriousness with which they|,

April, it was believed the tweo-|
stage missife the Chinese had
been testing for years had a
range of 600 and 1,000 miles.

," : a— 7 7 ‘

lwell a8 40 sepport & chale to
\superpower status,  siengeide
‘the United Stages. and: the So-

N

ue Wide Military
disputed. Border

viet Unio -~ &
__SOVIET ,_UNION {
T a0
. 5 /
wh e n;:azs
| Y e ///ya /
/g » / ./ % © N'
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g R -
s, / /% A % Y
3 8~ i 2, KOHEA |
o(’ 2z, ; INA j‘
The New York Times - July 22, 1970
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The analysts point out also|
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A Scientist Pleads for the Abolition of Secrecy

By EDWARD TELLER

There is evidence that Russia is able
to obtain virtually any information she
desires from the United States—including
secret defense information. It is equally
evident that Russia’s tight security cloak
has eifectively blocked our access to Rus-
sian security information.

The immediate reaction by many is
that we should strengthen and enforce se-
curity measures. In my opinion, this would
be a mistake.

Security is probably not protecting our
“secrets” 'becau& the Rus:;ms possess a
very sophisticated police state intelligence
a;;yarnmn. In this respect we cannot match
them. As a democracy we should not at-
tempt to do s0.

Tt would be a sad day if we match'ed
{ne Russians by building up a secret police
force of 2,000,000 mepn—occupying many
Thigh positions in all walks of life, ranging
across the entire economic and political
spectrum. We should work in the opposite
direction: we should reduce the restrictions
of secrecy as completely and as rapidly
as possible. 3

A quarter-century of experience should
have taught us that a democracy cannot
function effectively under a cloak of secre-
cy; that secrecy impedes the flow and
exchange of knowledge and dampens the
productivity of scientific research, In con-
trast, a dictatorship can keep secrets by
exercising strict control over human free-
dom of communication and movement. It
ig their normal order of society, and their
scientists are adapted to a repressive en-
vironment.

Secret Tesearch is generally abhorred
by our scientists, many of whom cannot,
and will not work under security restric-
tions that block open discussion and the
free flow and exchange of ideas between
scientists. Russian scientists do not like
secrecy any more than we do. But most of
them do not even dare to make any sug-
gestion.

In developing nuclear weapons we prac-
ticed secrecy and lost the leadership that
we will not be able to regain for years to
come. By contrast, in the case of nuclear
reactors, the removal of secrecy in 1955
resulted in the achievement of economical
nuclear power a dozen years later. In this
respect we are the best in the world.

In electronic computers even more re-
markable results have been obtained by
open competition and no fetters of “secur-
ity.” We are so far ahead of all of our
competitors that even if they had a sample
of each of our computers (which they
don’t), they would not be able to dupli-
cate our progress; the same is true of
solid state electronics.

= ok

1 wish we could say the same with
equal confidence concerning the develop-
ment of nuclear weapons—which is secret.

Our poliey of secrecy has been success-
ful only in confusing the discussions of
preparedness_in our country.

We are in real ignorance of the ad-
vances Russia has made in the development
of nuclear explosives, and our public is
poorly informed regarding the developing
strength of Russian nuclear arms.

The weight that Soviet missiles can
carry to the United States is today several
times as great as the weight we can deliver
against Russia. In order to make vital de-
cisions regarding defense, the public should
be realistically and accurately informed.
1t is not.

But secrecy has become in the first
part of the sixties a political tool to shield
our leaders from eriticism. For quite a few
years it has been known that the Russians
are rapidly expanding their nuclear capa-
bility. The facts of this deployment were not
publicly emphasized and most of the rele-
vant points were actually kept secret. Thus,
the American people were unaware of a
developing danger. Fortunately, this policy
has been reversed by Secretary Laird.

Factual information, known to the Rus-
sians and our own government, is wjth}leld

~Associated Press

DR. EDWARD TELLER

successful scientific project of all time —
was developed in complete secrecy. It was,
but under that tight envelope of war-time
secrecy, our scientists, military and politi
cians cooperated closely for national surviv-
al. At that time, secrecy was the barrier
between two warring nations. Under those
conditions, secrecy did not isolate the scien-
tific, military and political communities
from each other. They worked together.
Nevertheless the Russians d that

separated in a most effetive manner from
those who are trying to apply research to
the defense of our country.

1 am sure that the Mach 4 movement at
MIT was not organized b; the Kremlin. But
had it been so organized it could not have
been more helpful to the Russian Commu-
nist’s dream of world do:rination.

LI L

Meanwhile, our highly sophisticated,
ical defense i is a

area before the end of World War II.

After World War II, our best scientists
returned to the universities, and the freedom
of ified research. hile, the
military concept of secrecy — ‘“the cloak
and dagger syndrome’” — has persisted.

The news media, when reporting our
strength in terms of numbers of weapons, do
not know what they are talking about.

There is a popular misconception that
the world is involved in an arms race in the
classical sense of the word. This is not so. It
is rather a race in technological discovery,
closely coupled with research in applied
science.

This race works in secrecy — real secre-
cy on the part of the Russians; pretended
secrecy on the part of the United States.

The classical concept of the arms race
was to compare, for instance, the number of
battleships. Today we compare the numbers
of atomic warheads we imagine we
know what we are talking about, But we do
not. The nuclear warheads differ in power, a

dredfold or a d. They differ

in function, in purpose, in
defense measures. Actually, the situation is
even more complicated. What counts are the
weapons that could be created by research
on defense: it is the race of ideas and the
implementation of these ideas.

* & WM %

Our universities have been a splendid
source of ideas. They also have prepared a
small fraction of the students for research
work on national defense as a career. Today
our students in our foremost universities are
indoctrinated against any such activity. The
change _was initiated in March 1969 at the

from the public by “security”
The public is denied the vital information
that is essential background to critical deci-
sions. An uninformed public creates as dan-
gerous a situation as a misinformed public.

And it is a paradox that we have vast
stores of information, all of which is highly
secret from the public and not clearly under-
stood by authorized members of Congress,
while the Russians can and do obtain this
same secret information.

It might be argued that the atom bomb
— the biggest, most complex and completely

Institute of The
demand was raised to exclude from the
university all work related to national
defense. In the last few months even more
radical steps have been proposed. It is
suggested that those workimg on mational
defense should be excluded from the
scientific community. These demands are
inflamed by offensive placards and demon-
strations at scientific meetings.

The movement has spread to many insti-
tutions, including most of our leading uni-
versities. Qur academic community is being

dv-
ancing the state-of-theart weaponry into
pew and therefore secrit areas. They are
encountering problems o extreme complexi-
ty, and need the brain power of our best
scientists. But the work is secret, and our
best scientists do not want to engage in
secret work. Therefore, he gap widens.

There is an urgest need to heal the
breach between the academic world and
those who work on the defense of our coun-
try. A revision of our secirity rules would bs
an important step in this lirection.

Ever since alchemy >xpired, which was
not so very long ago, oprness was the first
commandment of science. It came even be-
fore truth, because without openness, truth
cannot be found.

During the dificult yeriod of the Second
World War, the commaxdment of openness
was violated. It was rerlaced with secrecy.
It might be argued tha under the cloak of

formed the task just as quickly without any
inside information. Once Horoshima demon-
strated the atomic explosives would work, a
competent and well supported group of sci-
entists could reproduce the result without
excessive difficulty.

But Stalin was not a trusting soul. One
can hardly believe that he would have
placed complete confidence in his scientists
when they claimed to understand atomic
explosions and their feasibility. However,
when Russian intelligence delivered the
American atomic bomb secrets he had a
complete set of independent data, and was
able to move ahead on the correct project
with great confidence.

On a pumber of occasions our negotia-
tions with Russia on arms control fail
because they already kmew our atomic se-
crets. The first failure was the Baruch Plan,
a few months after Hiroshima. We were
offering them a “bargain.” We wanted inter-
national control and the security such con-
trol would create. In exchange we offered
our atomic secrets.

Actually, our secrets had been passed on
to the Russians by an excellent scientist,
Klaus Fuchs, who worked in Los Alamos
during the war, and by an independent
group of agents, the Rosenbergs and their
associates.

Therefore, when we offered our secrets
in the Baruch Plan, we were actually offer-
ing nothing. Stalin summarily rejected our
proposals and the negotiations folded.

Our next attempt toward a policy of
openness was made in 1954. We proposed the
“Open Skies Policy,” with freedom of inter-
n;tinnal inspection. Russia answered
“Nyet.”

In 1958 we returned to the conference
table and agreed with the Russians to place
a moratorjum on all nuclear tests.

This example should have sufficed to
alert us to a peculiar fact: secrecy did not
permit the discussion of the issue ‘which
turned out to be one of the most relevant
results of future tests under discussion.

In 1961, after only three years, Russia
broke the moratorium in a surprise move.
We had claimed that our intelligence would
detect any preparation for nuclear testing on
a big scale in Russia. Unfortunately, we

will become possible not only to discuss

arms in a more meaningful manner — we

will also be able to approach real under-

standing. The sharp difference between free

societies and the communist police states
ill diminish.

The difference between East and West
has deep roots in the past. Peace, freedom
and stability will not be brought about by
any single conference or by rapid political
change. But the spirit of openness is a
powerful and necessary tool if we want to
find the means to create some order in our
shrinking world in which dangers and oppor-
umit‘;es multiply with an ever increasing
speed.
~ One can, of course, argue that we should
discuss a secret development with the Rus-
sians at the conference table in Vienna with-
out exposing the secrets to other nationms.
Such a procedure would have two unfortun-
ate consequences. The first that we would
have no way of checking whether the Rus-
sians were indeed opening up their secrets.
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The second and more serious result
would be a feeling of utter dismay in the
NATO alliance. To talk with the Russians on
such subjects which we do not discuss with
our allies would be tantamount to depriving
the Western Alliance of its last claim to
honesty and strength.

In practical terms it is impossible for
the United States to open up all secrets.
Some tactical secrets will have to be kept,
but one may give serious consideration to a
regulation whereby classified information
will automatically be published after a limit-
ed period of time, for instance, after one
year. This will effectively open up research
and it will give pause to those who would use
secrecy for purely political advantage. It
may also pave the way toward a real agree-
ment with our Russian proponents.

To observe the growth of nuclear arms
should be an obligation. Today it is called
spying. We should publish as much of the
relevant details of all information concern-
ing Russia as ever possible.

In the end, a policy of openmess will
probably lead to faster progress in our coun-
try. The sad fact is that secrecy works in
reverse to what our public believes: our
position is weaTl;(:ned and our adversary is

were caught by surprise.

In 1961 and 1962 there was a
ed effort to perform atomic tests, both in
Russia and in the United States. The Rus-
sian tests were numerous and well planned.
The American tests were fewer and per-
formed on the basis of improvisation.

At that time both sides began to pay
attention to the possibility of ballistic missile
defense. Ironically, in forthcoming negotia-
tions on a partial test ban, the question of
ballistic missile defense was not even dis-
cussed. This, in spite of the fact that perhaps
the main result of these tests was connected
with such a defense.
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‘The agreement to stop nuclear atmos-
pheric tests in 1962 has been called the first
step on the long road toward a stable and
peaceful world. In the meantime, under-
ground tests were going on in both the
United States and Russia. As long as the
Russian tests were carried out in the atmos-
phere we could assess their rate of progress.
As soon as the tests went underground we
could not make this evaluation. Therefore,
one effect of the atmospheric test ban was to

secrecy the dream,

effective Russian secrecy.
ic tests are particularly well

tion of elements, was actially ished

To put the developnent of our present
attitude towards mainkining a fiction of
secrecy, we should revisw its development.

Around 1900 no important secrets exist-
ed in military technology. The arms race
was something visible, omething that could
be seen and understood. The great unknown
was the way in which forces would be em-
ployed in an actual war. Strategy and tac-
tics remained unpredictable. Thus uncer-
tainty, rather tham secrecy, sufficed to
confound every prediction concerning the
course of World War I

Technological secrets scarcely existed in
this country between tde two World Wars,
but most of the vast scientific and technical
progress of the 194045 era was shielded by
wartime secrecy, much of which was declas-
sified after peace treaties were signed. -

But affer 1945 secrecy became a perma-
nent fixture of our policy and administrative
practice. We called this policy of secrecy
“security.”

1t would be a mistake to believe that
Russian spies had no effect on history. True,
nobody knows to what extent the knowledge
handed over to Moscow accelerated develop-
ment of the Russian atomic bomb. My guess

is that Russian scientists could have per-

adapted to the exploration of the ways in
which a nuclear explosion of appropriate
size can destroy an incoming missile without
inflicting damage on the ground. Thus, our
agreement to stop atmospheric tests has
guaranteed that the Russians will have per-
manent superiority gained in 1961-62, in the
knowledge of missile defense.

The possibilities of missile defense have
been loudly discussed. But the discussions
consistently stopped at the brink of techno-
logical secrecy. The potential use of nuclear
arms in destroying cities is understood, but
the most important details of the delivery
system are classified secret.

The sad fact is that the secrets which we
are trying to keep are in all probability
known to the Russians.

It is lamentable that at present our
government is much further from an open
policy than our highly competitive industry.

We should attempt to be as open —
unfettered by secrecy — as possible. Without

D no on or
arms control can produce results, But once
the policy of opemness is adopted in the
United States and hopefully, in the whole
free world, Russia will feel the pressure and
may gradually open up. If that happens it
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reason is that
secrecy does mnot, and cannot, work in a
democracy.
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Edward Teller was born in Budapest,
Hungary, in 1908. Schooled in the German
tradition, he capped his education with a
PhD degree from the Universiy of Leipzig in
1930. He is one of the scientists whose immi-
gration to the U.S. in the 1930s contributed
abundantly to our knowledge of nuclear sci-
ence at a time of great need and peril. An
imposing list of honorary degrees and awards
attests to his accomplishments. Some of
them are: Einstein Award 1959, Living His-
torian Award 1960 and Fermi Award in 1962,

Professor Teller joined the secret Atom-
ic Bomb project at the University of Chi-
cago in 1942 and, later was a key scientist,
at the Los Alamos Laboratory.

In the late 1%40s when President Tru-
man decided that the hydrogen bomb should
be built — but no scientist knew how to do it
— it was Teller who came up with the
solution. It is unfortunate that this was the
work for which he became Imown to the
American people as the “Father of the
H-Bomb”—a name he dislikes. Teller, both
before and affer, has had a number of
more significant scientific discoveries to his
credit. At the same time that he was work-
ing on the H-Bomb, Teller predicted the
existence of “heavy mesons,” which indeed
were found 10 years later — a scientific feat
which is known only fo nuclear particle
physicists.

In the course of this decade he has
dedicated much time to “Project Plow-
share”——the peaceful application of nuclear
explosives for the opening up of new ‘water-
ways, ports, sources of gas and oil. The
project has run into strong controversy with

! ists, an . s
among campus radicals.

He is now professor at large at the
University of California which enables him
to teach on any subject on any of its cam-
puses. He is also associate director of the
‘Lawrence Radiation Laboratory.




